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INTRODUCTION

Beavers (Castor canadensis) are well distributed throughout most of North America
(Novak 1987). In Utah, beavers have been found in all regions except the deserts of the Great
Basin (Durrant 1952). This species seems to be limited only by the distribution of water and
food, and can subsist in locations of poor food supply as long as the water supply is adequate.
Beavers figured prominently in the original exploration of this continent by Europeans (Lancia
and Hodgdon 1984). Demand for beaver pelts and other furs lead trappers far afield as early as
the 1600's. By 1900, centuries of trapping and habitat exploitation had decimated beaver
populations. In the past century, however, decreased demand for animal fur, regulation of
harvest, improved land management practices and reintroduction efforts by various resource
management agencies have allowed beavers to repopulate most of their historic range. Beavers
are now so abundant in some areas that they are considered a nuisance.

There is not another wild animal in North America which has as dramatic an impact on its
environment, and the environment in general, as the beaver (Novak 1987). Beavers are best
known for their dam building, which can alter stream flow patterns and cause localized flooding.
Dam building is this species’ method of assuring the availability of adequate habitat and allowing
for expansion into unoccupied areas. Beavers prefer slack water habitats such as ponds, small
lakes and slow flowing, meandering streams (Novak 1987). If they cannot find these conditions
they will readily construct dams to create them or enhance what already exists. Beaver dams
pond water and create stable habitats secure from predation and which improve food conditions
(Lancia and Hodgdon 1984). If natural water sources are not available beavers will colonize

irrigation ditches, farm ponds and reservoirs; which brings them into conflict with man.



The damming of streams by beavers can have a significant impact on natural functions
therein. Immediate impacts of beaver dams include decreased erosion and sedimentation and
increased water table levels (West and Rasmussen 1947, Naiman et al 1986). Stream flows may
be decreased initially, but are likely to become more consistent and dependable over time.
Beaver activity in cold water streams can lead to improved conditions for trout populations by
providing pooled resting areas and increased invertebrate forage base. However, beaver activity
on marginal trout streams can have a detrimental impact on trout (Novak 1987). Although
initial flooding will drown out trees in forested situations, the openings created tend to be small
and exhibit increased diversity of plants and animals. Numerous game and non-game species of
wildlife are attracted to and benefit from beaver altered habitats, including: deer, elk, moose,
grouse, waterfowl, turkeys, furbearers and many species of non-game birds and mammals (West
and Rasmussen 1947, Hair et al 1979, Novak 1987). Ives (1942) showed that beavers were
essential to the development and maintenance of wet meadow complexes in high elevation
valleys of Colorado. In some places, beaver meadows are used for livestock grazing and may be
harvested for native hay (Novak 1987). However, Skinner et al (1984) found that beaver ponds
associated with cattle ranches had high levels of fecal bacteria. Recent studies in Wyoming have
shown that beavers can successfully restore severely damaged riparian areas in both mountainous
and desert regions (Apple 1985). In general, streams inhabited and dammed by beaver are more
resistant to perturbation and return to base condition more rapidly following disturbance events
than streams without a resident beaver population (Naiman et al 1986).

Beavers have had a great economic impact since the settling of North America by

Europeans. As previously stated, demand for beaver pelts played a major role in continental



exploration. Initially, beavers had a positive economic impact through the commercialization
and sale of pelts. Since the early 1900's, however, the economic impact of beavers has been
largely negative (Novak 1987). Pelt prices have been variable, but the low cost and ready supply
of synthetic furs, coupled with public sympathy against fur harvest, have depressed most fur
prices. Beaver pelts have brought $31,000 into Utah annually since 1957; or approximately $1.3
million over that 42 year period. In spite of these impressive figures, it is estimated that money
lost as a result of beaver damage outstrips economic gains from pelts (Novak 1987). Beavers
cause damage to trees, crops, dams/dikes, irrigation ditches and canals, railroad and road
embankments, bridges/culverts, etc. These attributes bring beavers into conflict with people.
However, many aspects of beaver behavior are beneficial. Woodward et al (1976) found that
24% of landowners with beaver ponds on their property felt they were beneficial.

In 1899 the Utah legislature passed a law prohibiting the shooting of beaver because they
were so rare in the state (Rawley 1982). After many years of protection, however, beavers had
become a nuisance in some areas. In 1915, the Utah legislature provided for trapping of wild
beavers for fur farming and to control property damage. Several other laws followed which
provided for trapping, moving and otherwise controlling nuisance beavers. Between 1942 and
1944, 264 beavers were transplanted in Utah (Rawley 1982). The first trapping season
regulations for beavers appeared in 1957, but control of nuisance beavers was still allowed.

Although beaver transplants have not proliferated in Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources’ (Division) Southern Region, some transplants have occurred in the 1990s. At least
11 nuisance beavers were moved onto Division properties at Indian Peaks, Iron County between

1995 and 1998. In 1993, Fishlake National Forest requested that beavers be transplanted into the



Solomon Basin and Elkhorn areas, Wayne County and US Bureau of Land Management
requested that beavers be moved from Calf Creek to Varney Creek, Garfield County. Most
recently, the Division has moved nuisance beavers from Washington County into Anderson
Creek Canyon in the Pine Valley Mountains Wilderness Area under a 1995 agreement with the

Five County Association of Governments.

PROBLEM

Beaver recolonization of historic habitats in Utah has brought beavers into conflict with
humans. Human populations in Utah continue to increase and expand into, or require resources
from, preferred beaver habitats. Specifically, increased population growth leads to higher
demand for water, a precious resource in the nation’s second driest state. Because of these
conditions, beavers are often considered an impediment by agricultural and municipal
communities. Resentment of beavers stems from their habitat alteration activities. Water users
view beaver dams/ponds as water sinks which deplete the available water supply. In addition,
beaver construction activities do cause damage to water transport canals/ditches and control
structures through tunneling and flooding. Beaver dams can flood croplands and beavers may
also feed on crops and girdle or fell trees. The series of state laws specific to beaver management
passed as early as 1915 illustrate that these conflicts began to express themselves in some
locations almost 100 years ago (Rawley 1982). The Division has dealt with beaver problems in
several ways: by establishing harvest seasons and regulations, by issuing damage control permits
to landowners allowing them to harvest offending animals, and by direct removal and

or/relocation of beavers and their dams/lodges.



Although beaver problems do exist in certain locations throughout Utah, there are still
places where reestablishment of beavers is feasible and desirable. Reintroducing beavers to these
vacant habitats will restore a key ingredient to these ecosystems and should promote the health of
riparian systems, as seen in Wyoming and other states (Apple 1985). As stated by Naiman et al
(1986), riparian systems maintained by beavers tend to be more stable and less susceptible to
perturbation. Beaver ponds slow erosion and sediment discharge by streams (Novak 1987), raise
the water table, increase habitat variability and forage availability, can increase wildlife use and
abundance in specific areas, and can improve habitat for trout fisheries (Ives 1942, West and
Rasmussen 1947, Hair et al 1979, Novak 1987). Healthy, naturally functioning ecosystems
improve natural resource conditions and the benefits derived from them. In addition, beavers are
a renewable resource which provides recreational opportunities, annual income from pelt sales of
approximately $31,000, and an unknown trickle-down economic benefit to businesses and

communities.

PROPOSAL

The mission of Utah Division of Wildlife Resources is to “assure the future of protected
wildlife for its intrinsic, scientific, educational and recreational values through protection,
propagation, management, conservation and distribution throughout the State”. The Division’s
goals include: “conserve, protect, enhance and manage Utah’s ecosystems”, “enhance wildlife
recreational experiences consistent with other DWR goals” and “provide a broad base of

economic benefits from wildlife consistent with other DWR goals” (Utah Division of Wildlife

Resources 2000). It is because of transplant/reintroduction programs established to accomplish



these goals that antelope, deer, elk, bison, wild turkey, and numerous other species now populate
areas of Utah where they were once scarce or extirpated. Reestablishing beavers in historic
habitats will meet many of the objectives and goals stated in the Division’s Strategic Plan (Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources 2000). Nuisance beavers provide a resource and opportunity for
accomplishing reintroductions and ecosystem enhancement. These animals, which would
otherwise be destroyed, can be better used to accomplish the goals listed above.

Transplants of wildlife can be difficult and controversial. There are recognized negative
economic and political impacts associated with beavers (Novak 1987). However, these
detrimental effects can be minimized through adequate management and careful selection of
transplant sites (West and Rasmussen 1947, Hair et al 1979). In Utah, transplants of wild
animals are regulated by Title 23 Utah Code Annotated. This legislation, passed in 1998,
outlines the procedures which must be followed before any wild animals may be transplanted
from one location in Utah to another. Briefly, transplants must be based on a previously
approved transplant or species management plan which specifically defines acceptable transplant
sites. Transplant plans must be coordinated with landowners, local governments, land
management agencies and the Resource Development Coordinating Committee. Final approval
must be obtained from the Regional Advisory Councils and the Wildlife Board.

The Division proposes to transplant nuisance beavers from problem areas of the
Southern Region into suitable stream habitats elsewhere in the Southern Region as described in
the Transplant Protocol which follows. Approval of an established beaver transplant protocol
will provide the Division flexibility in its beaver management and control programs. The

Division does not intend to begin wholesale transplanting of beavers across its Southern Region.



Rather, the Division recognizes that the presence of beavers in a watershed can benefit the

overall health of the system. Some vacant habitats still exist in the Southern Region and can act

as transplant areas for beavers which would otherwise have to be euthanized. With an approved

protocol in place, the Division will be able to respond to beaver transplant opportunities as soon

as they arise. It is anticipated that this plan will be in effect for at least 10 years.

TRANSPLANT PROTOCOL

Beaver transplants within the Division’s Southern Region will be accomplished through

the following guidelines.

1)

2)

3)

4)

Relocated animals will come only from the within the Division’s Southern Region
and will be transplanted only to sites on the approved transplant list.

Beavers that are to be transplanted into reintroduction sites will be live trapped by
Division personnel or Division authorized cooperators (e.g. USDA/APHIS
Wildlife Services) as nuisance animals. No efforts will be made to translocate
non-nuisance beavers simply to fill vacant habitat. No other persons will be
authorized to transplant beavers in the Division’s Southern Region.

Beavers will be transplanted to sites within the county of original capture, unless
conditions provide otherwise. Beavers may be moved into adjoining counties if
there are not enough locations available in the county of capture or if there are few
beavers available in the county to which beavers will be moved.

The Division’s Southern Region Management Team will designate approved

release sites (selected from the attached list) in each county on an annual basis.



5)

6)

7)

These sites will be selected in coordination with cooperating land management
agencies or private landowners. Releases will not occur outside these locations
without prior approval and coordination by the Management Team and
cooperators. Opportunities to relocate beaver to private lands will be reviewed by
the Management Team on a case-by-case basis.

Transplants will continue at selected sites until a beaver density of one (1) family
group per kilometer of stream is achieved or until evidence exists showing that
beavers transplanted to any specific location have adversely impacted stream
habitats, roads, irrigation systems, etc.

The Division will provide each county, land management agency and, if
applicable, affected private landowners in its Southern Region with annual beaver
trapping and transplant reports which will document: numbers of beaver trapped
and moved, locations whence beaver were trapped, locations to which beavers
were transplanted and results of transplant activities at each transplant site.
Additions or changes to these guidelines may be sought if future conditions
warrant. Any amendments to this protocol will be accomplished as regulated

under Title 23 Utah Code Annotated.



POTENTIAL BEAVER TRANSPLANT SITES

The following potential transplant sites were compiled by the Division after contacting
US Forest Service, US Bureau of Land Management and from knowledge and expertise of
Division field personnel. Sites where conflicts were expected to occur due to proximity of roads,
reservoirs, irrigation canals, fisheries, etc. were avoided when compiling this list (West and
Rasmussen 1947). Because the Division did not receive responses from all the persons and
agencies from which it requested input, this list may not represent all suitable transplant sites.
The Division anticipates that sites will be both added to and removed from this list, or priorities
readjusted, as resources management issues arise or change in the future. Such changes will not
be enacted unilaterally by the Division, but in conjunction with, or at the behest of cooperators.
Significant changes to policy or protocol outlined herein will follow regulations described in

Title 23 Utah Code Annotated.



0]

H9 % S S%0¢ 18910 [eUOnEN SIXI(J Yoa1D A1aydayoy)
%14 STe 159104 [euoneN 9IXI(q 221D ysny [[ng PIeL}IED
MO ® MS Sec 15910 [eUOnEN 93B[YST] 921 UOSTTA
M9 SLC 18910 [eUOneN 9¥e[ySL 21D duld
MS S6¢ 18910, [BUOTIEN OYB[USL] SIQ)EMPEBAY YOI WIf ASNO
M8I Sé¢ dMdan JVINM 3Bad uerpuy
MS S6C % S8¢ V7ILIS/389104 [euoneN oXe[ysiq SIoreMpeaY Y1) Jue]
MSE® MY Seé¢ 18910 [eUOnEN 9¥e[ySI I unH
MS S8C 18910, [BUOTIEN OYB[USL] R EETig QiR G|
MO ® MS SO¢ 18910 [eUOnEeN 9¥e[yST (991D [oIIyg ToAeag
SHILIAdO¥Ud HLV.LS % "TvVddddd
"SI0OQUSIOU JI9Y) PUEB JOUMOPUER] AU} 0} OUBSINU B W09 [[IM SIdABIQ pajue[dsuen)
je Anqiqissod ay) pue sroumopue] SULIOQUSIAU JO SUIIJUOD ‘SIoumopue] 1o 0} Ayrwrxoid ay) ‘suonendod 1oAeaq
3unsixa jo Arurxoid oy uodn puadap [[im spue ajearrd 03 s1oaeaq Jo syue[dsuel], ‘uado 1doy oq [[1m spue] djeand
J1qemns 03 s1aAeaq Jue[dsuen o3 Ayrunjzoddo 9y, "UOISIAI( 9y} WOIJ SI9ABIQ Isonbar Afeorporiad sroumopue| aJeALd nv
SHILIAdO¥Ud HLVAIId
HONVY dIHSNMOLL JIANMOANVT d4LVM AINNOD

NOIOHI NIHHLAOS SHOINOSHY HAT'TATIAM 40 NOISIAIA HH.L NI SHLIS INVIdSNVIL YHAVAL 'TVILNALOd



I

MS 2 MY S6E X S8E 1SQI0] [eUONBN AIXI(] | YOI PIOJMBID QAOQE IO ISBH ‘IOATY JOIAQS uey|
M9 See 189104 [euoneN 9IXI(q »ea1) Apueg
ML M9 See ® Sce AN OXIQ / IN'IF - 191081 18pa7) ARI) Teay uoIy
d¢ S6E® Sve
A1 See IN'1d/1$910 [eUOneN SIXIq Yoa1D unyun-Loure A
M1 St€ 15210 [eUOnBN JAXI NOAID) 19JBMIQIMS
MV SZ€ 15910, [eUOTIBN JIXI(] uoAue) yug
ME S9¢ 15210 [eUONBN JAXI MO[[OH S.2AB( @ IO ISeH ‘TOATY IOIAQS
MSY See 189104 [eUoneN 9IXI(] 1104 YT NRID piojues
M9 Ste 18910 [eUONEN SIXI(J [ea1D Apueg
My 2 M€ SZE 1S910,] [BUOTIBN] SIXI(] Yo s3urdg urejunojy
MY STE 15210, [eUONBN JAXI 21D 150
MY ® ME Sve 183104 [euoneN 9IXI(q 1S9O 29 Ity YoRID Juny
q¢ See ® Sce IN'TL/AS910 [euoneN oIXI(q p199I0) 199
MY ® ME See 159104 [euoneN SIXI(q 29I pOOMUONOT) PIoL}IED
HONVY dIHSNMOLL JIANMOANVT dHLVM ALINNOD




Cl

dc®dc| SIT® S0T 1S910,] [PUONEN] SNB[YSL] Y931 MOTITA
ay SIz 1S910,] [BUOEN ONB[YSL] Yoa1D yedwnyg
MS|  S9T® SsT 15910,] [RUOTIEN SYPYSL] Yoa1D 93uIys
dag S1z 1S910,] [BUOHEN ONB[YSL] Yoa1D duld
av 3 9d¢ SYT 15910, [PUONEN] SNB[YSL] Y9210 YyHoN
ap SST 1S910,] [BUOEN ONB[YSL] (PNOS pue YLON) Y9310 douey) Ise]
dac| SIT®S0C 15910, [PUONEN] SNB[YSL] Yoa1D duung
MZT S97 18910, [eUOTIEN SYB[YSL] (921D 201uo]N) e[ 9[Seq IQTAQS
MZ é 18910, [BUOTIEN SYB[YSL] (S191RMPRIY Y1) XOg
MO® MS | SLT®S9T 15910, [PUONEN] SNB[YSL] Yoa1D 93urys
MEC SLT 15310 [euoneN =)e[ysiq nmuoamaﬁmoﬂ ﬁvﬁooﬁu UsStq
MY S6T | dMAN/saI0] [eUOHEN SYR[USI Y21 A1) anig
ME SIC 18910, [eUONIEN SYRYSL] Y9I IOUOI]
MNP S€T 18910, [eUOTIEN SYB[YSL] SIIEMPERIY YOI UI0))
MY SE€T 1S910,] [PUONEN] SNB[YSL] yoarD Auay) PIR[[IN
dONVY | dIHSNMOL JANMOANV'T YALVM ALNNOD




el

yuasaxd oq Aewr ‘yueld pas| g1, € (sypranyip sayup.1dg) sassax - SAIPe[ AN |,

SIUSWIIAITE 19YI0 Jopun sjur[dsuen) 10ABIQ JOJ PIZLIOYINE AJUSLIND

syuedsueny a1xmnj 1oj enuajod sploy Weans Ing ‘9[qelmns g A[JULIND JOU ABW SUOHIPUOD JejIqey q

$9103ds SIy) JO JUAWIYSI[qeISaI 10J [enuajod sploy weans 10 Juasaid 9q ABw ‘sa10ads UONBAIISUOD © “(Yvjn 1yD]D SNYOULYL00U()) INON TROIYNND J[[IAduUOg |,

C14 SLT 15210 JeuoneN 9¥e[ysty uonel§ pren WIoH g
19 2 9S S 0¢ 1S910,] [RUOTIBN] ITXI(] bR g R tAElinE) (ifg) Quke
MSI S8¢€ 1S910,] [RUOTIBN] STXI(] Yoa1D) aeuUSAILY
M61 SLE 15910, [eUOIIRN] IIXI(] (punos3dures jo apisino) Furidg yred surg
M61 % MBI S8E % SLE 159104 [eUOLEN SIXI Noa1) suld
MS8I S8¢ 152104 [euoneN IIxIqg 221D IS0
MPVT® MET S6¢ % S8¢ 183104 [eUOnEN 9IXIJ A9[[EA UOSIOpUY | UOITUTYSE A
HONVY dIHSNMOL JANMOANVT dALVM ALNNOD




in Utah

wons

S0 Miles

40

s
3z
- -\ -
ez
:ﬁl\ ST
T
i
ol
7
{3
) Ea
Y heTars
o4
E"Y
I
%]4
I 1
s
-
[
£

o
I
Ty

#
N
<
3y
[
“-l
v
:‘ o
N
.
\\:‘3 |
. —
t,
r‘l\
.

[ A SN
TN

1 L R A e
- ’ i - R A
D mswerrmele o - TRl

: :«-“L-\Tr NV TR o\
Ao R TS

J - - . PR

U O R S
. ! ) vt ey
L 1%??»:1; . ‘*1‘;‘& G

= e
" LT NES \‘ fﬁi;ﬂ' i r:,'\\\‘“’! ;!“-’nii}xr’ =
q% 4@*:? ey REAGN N
7 rJ"lrJ,'j% ;ftrj( ;b: (gz}kﬂ /ES"‘;‘:\LV-.‘{\‘

<t ~,|,ajpl }"g”ﬂ{\k £ jy r.z\\i‘;‘&‘ﬂ‘{u
1

Ir,.d;!ln_lrll.ﬂ Yyt
N B :“—;'*-p-era-Jf"h‘

30
14

20

10

beaver transplants under A Proposal for the Transplant and Reestablishment of Beavers into Selected Locat

Division of Wildlife Resources’ Southern Region.

Figure 1. Map of permanent and intermittent drainages of Beaver County, UT showing those drainages (highlighted) proposed to
receive
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Figure 3. Map of permanent and intermittent drainages of Iron County, UT showing those drainages (highlighted) proposed to receive

beaver transplants under A Proposal for the Transplant and Reestablishment of Beavers into Selected Locat

Wildlife Resources’ Southern Region.
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Figure 4. Map of permanent and intermittent drainages of Kane County, UT showing those drainages (highlighted) proposed to
receive beaver transplants under A Proposal for the Transplant and Reestablishment of Beavers into Selected Locations in Utah

Division of Wildlife Resources’ Southern Region.
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Figure 5. Map of permanent and intermittent drainages of Millard County, UT showing those drainages (highlighted) proposed to
receive

is

D

s P
IR S
a./;p —
L il
wrd Th
.“k:, ‘\‘\l._r
8 |\$‘9’
\,_’ »~ UQ'}‘
b WL
“_\-"ﬂ‘\.P
; T 3 }J ‘
\ 3 RN
;&;%I‘H ¥ ,f\‘“s:m e, :’ RN
el J,Fr " r*}h"’“; ’:;/ segl e e
ﬁ\\‘_1]| \» "-rr/r b r.rJ Py r,”” | W )
- ] . ! . T
N ~E2 U SUTAINNT PRy
ERACR NN, ,’f”’d’t,rr ,‘Lj uk o Ty A
Foe WMl J bur a,/-’!'f“-’“\‘ Pt
“‘,\,,.l..! ,v‘x--f()' fe ,_,jf‘.».f‘“,”’ :
At g .'—f . !W" ": f*‘r do= ;g N -
1 |..',f,f 1|r{,”\_u.‘a— \ ,,1‘.-,,, I i [P 7 Y
o Yy v'[) \,, Poaowte 33 FE. .
L Al 1T :’,"‘” ¥ f\-]\_kk_-'L . B .

MILLARD COUNTY, UT

10

18



Figure 6. Map of permanent and intermittent drainages of Piute County, UT showing those
drainages (highlighted) proposed to receive beaver transplants under A Proposal for the

Transplant and Reestablishment of Beavers into Selected Locations in Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources’ Southern Region.
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Figure 8. Map of permanent and intermittent drainages of Washington County, UT showing
those drainages (highlighted) proposed to receive beaver transplants under A Proposal for the

Transplant and Reestablishment of Beavers into Selected Locations in Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources’ Southern Region.
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